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Abstract Abstract 
Assessment of principal effectiveness is a complex process due to the multidimensional nature of their 
job. Historically, a disproportionate significance has been placed on standardized assessment scores 
when evaluating school leaders, therefore states are beginning to emphasize other factors such as school 
climate in order to increase employee retention. This study investigated any correlation between 
leadership effectiveness, the staff perception of school climate, and employee engagement in a suburban 
Georgia school district’s 139 schools. An improved understanding of these constructs may assist 
principals and assistant principals modify their leadership practices to better meet the needs of their 
teachers. Results suggest a significant correlation between leadership effectiveness, staff perception of 
school climate and employee engagement across the district with varied levels of agreement at the 
elementary, middle school and high school levels. Implications for leadership preparation programs and 
redundancy in school leader evaluation systems are noted. Future research is recommended to improve 
the reliability and validity of the leader evaluation tool, along with studying similar data trends from other 
school districts in the country. 
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Introduction 

 

Researchers have demonstrated an indirect yet significant relationship 

between principal effectiveness, school culture and student achievement 

(Brockmeier, Starr, Green, Pate, & Leech, 2013; Dhuey & Smith, 2014; Fullan, 

2014; Hallinger & Murphy, 2013; Heck & Hallinger, 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006). 

In an attempt to quantify school leader influence over math and reading 

achievement scores, Dhuey and Smith (2014) found that one standard deviation 

increase in principal effectiveness resulted in an increase in student achievement 

between .28 - .40 standard deviations.  Furthermore, Shaw and Newton (2014) 

reported a significant positive correlation between teachers’ perception of their 

supervisor and their intended retention in the same school.  

 

School leaders have a direct influence over organizational structures that 

significantly affect school climate and in turn, retaining teachers (Boyce & 

Bowers, 2018; Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009). As such, evaluating 

school leadership’s impact on school climate and student achievement has 

become crucial (Stronge, Xu, Leeper, & Tonneson, 2013). Although school 

administrators have an indirect yet significant impact on student achievement 

(Stronge et al., 2013), historically a disproportionate significance has been placed 

on standardized assessment scores compared to any other leadership functions and 

characteristics (Teh, Chiang, Lipscomb & Gill, 2014).  

 

A great deal of research has been conducted with organizational 

commitment as an independent variable (Allen, 2015; Gokce, 2014; Leithwood et 

al., 2012; Pogan, 2015; Serrano & Reichard, 2011); however, limited research 

exists which examines employee perception and engagement in relation to leader 

effectiveness (Allen, 2015; Aytac, 2015; Pogan, 2015). Several studies have 

documented a significant relationship between employees’ perception of their 

leader and the employees’ effectiveness (Gokce, 2014; Pogan, 2015). As such, 

there is a need to understand the correlation between leaders' effectiveness as 

measured by a supervisor and the leader effectiveness measured in terms of 

employees’ perception of school climate, and their engagement in various 

organizational processes (Allen, 2015). Hence, the aim of this study was to 

determine any correlation between school leader effectiveness as measured by 

district office staff and school leader effectiveness as perceived by teachers.  

Furthermore, this study sought to determine any correlation between school leader 

effectiveness as measured by district office staff and employee engagement.   

 

This study is significant because school leaders’ behavior influences 

staffs’ perception of leadership as well as their perception of the workplace 
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(Baptiste, 2019; Thompson, 2016).  In some states, teachers’ and supervisors’ 

perceptions are used in school leader performance evaluation (Radinger, 2014; 

Saw & Newton, 2014; Stearns, 2012; Wagner & Harter, 2006).  In order to 

improve leader effectiveness, it is important to understand how the supervisor's 

perception of a school leader equates to that of the teachers’ perception. A 

significant relationship has been noted between leadership style and employees’ 

organizational commitment and engagement (Aytec, 2015). A clear understanding 

of these correlations in school settings can help principals and assistant principals 

modify their leadership practices to better meet the needs of their teachers.  

 

Literature Review 

 

Measuring the effectiveness of educational leaders has gained a 

tremendous amount of attention from researchers and practitioners (Halverson et 

al., 2014; Hornung & Yoder, 2014). Until a decade ago, a limited number of 

measures were able to conduct an equitable evaluation of a leader’s effectiveness 

(Radinger, 2014). Measuring leaders’ ability to impact school climate, staff 

perception, motivation and eventually student achievement is essential for 

continuous quality improvement (Stronge, 2013; Stronge et al., 2008). This is 

especially true given ever changing leadership responsibilities such as the 

introduction of new academic standards, more rigorous accountability measures, 

and complex social and cultural issues affecting the student population (Clifford, 

2015; Hesselbein & Goldsmith, 2006).  

 

School Leader Evaluation  

 

In 1977, only two states required formal leader evaluation while today 

every state requires some form of principal evaluation (Bethman, 2015). Because 

of federal accountability requirements such as NCLB, RT3, and ESSA, evaluation 

of school leaders’ effectiveness has gained tremendous attention from educational 

researchers and policy makers (Bethman, 2015; Condon, 2010; Dechert, Kappler, 

& Nordin, 2015).  However, assessing school leader effectiveness is a complex 

process due to the multidimensional nature of the job responsibilities (Clifford, 

2015; Radinger, 2014; Stronge et al., 2008). A wide variety of leader 

effectiveness assessment methods are currently used, including self-evaluation, 

rating checklists, client-centered feedback, and peer supervision (Anderson, 1991, 

Condon, 2010; Lashway, 2003). 
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Transformational Leadership 

 

A notable relationship has been established between leadership style and 

employees’ organizational engagement (Aytec, 2015).  One leadership style, 

transformational leadership, is the theoretical framework of this study.  Leithwood 

et al. (1995) is credited with developing the transformational leadership model for 

school leaders which includes four key characteristics: individual consideration, 

intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized influence.  A 

transformational leader’s number one priority is to lead others into changing 

behavior, culture, and beliefs (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002; Khine & Saleh, 2014; 

Kouzes & Posner, 2013). Transformational school leaders aspire to change the 

building’s culture to create a shared value and develop teachers’ capacity by 

promoting continuous improvement, achievement, and self-esteem (Avolio & 

Bass, 1999; Kwasi, 2015).  

 

A number of researchers have investigated the effect a leader has on the 

culture and climate of the school (e.g. Hallinger, 2003; Stronge et al., 2008; 

Warner, 2014).  For example, Hallinger and Heck (1996) found a small but 

significant direct effect of principals’ efforts on improved learning climate, as 

well as a moderate effect of principals’ instructional efforts on student learning 

outcomes. In addition, Kullar (2011) found a statistically significant correlation 

between the administration and school climate.  Further, Alzoraiki, Ab. Ranhman, 

and Mutalib (2018) utilized structural equation modeling analysis to conclude 

transformational leadership has a statistically significant effect on teachers’ 

performance.   

 

Perceptions of School Leader Effectiveness 

 

According to one estimate, one-third of all teachers leave the profession 

due to a perceived lack of administrative support as well as the lack of job 

satisfaction (Carroll, 2015). In light of such startling findings, principal leadership 

style is important to recruiting and retaining teachers.  A multitude of studies 

solidify the belief that leaders’ behavior and staff perception have statistically 

significant correlation positively impacting job satisfaction and long term 

retention (Allen, 2015; Anderson, 2015; Aytaç, 2015; Bonaros, 2006; Boyce & 

Bowers, 2018; Gupta, 2015; McKinney, 2009; Owens, 2013; Yeldell, 2012; 

Zhang, 2010).  Leadership is as much about leaders’ behaviors as it is about 

followers’ perception of the leader (Arogundade & Arogundade, 2015).  

 

Key indicators of leaders’ effectiveness are staff’s professional 

experience, job satisfaction, motivation, and retention (Baker, 2011; Ertas, 2015; 
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Galagan, 2015). With this understanding, studying leaders’ influence on employee 

motivation and engagement has become more valuable than ever before. Because 

principal actions often influence building morale, leadership behavior emerges as 

a large contributor to teacher satisfaction and motivation (Moore, 2012; Welch, 

2014).  

 

Many researchers found a common thread connecting employee 

perception with job satisfaction and productivity (Baptiste, 2019; Shaw & 

Newton, 2014; Stearns, 2012; Temple, 2009; Wagner & Harter, 2006). The 

excessive exodus of teachers from teaching profession has also been attributed to 

the perceived lack of support from school leaders (Carroll, 2015). Therefore, a 

great deal of emphasis is placed on staff perception to incorporate an evidence-

based qualitative assessment measure in the leader effectiveness evaluation. 

 

According to Anderson (1991), the most significant contributor of 

principal evaluation is their supervisors’ perception. Other stakeholders’ (i.e. 

teachers, staff, and parents) input is considered equally valuable and 

recommended to be a part of the principal evaluation. Some schools use a 

principal’s own perception of effectiveness and compare it with teacher 

perception of the principals’ effectiveness (Hall, 1998). 

 

Evaluating leaders’ effectiveness has proven significant in school 

improvement initiatives. The use of multiple tools to measure various aspects of 

actionable attributes offers better insight about leaders’ effectiveness. A 360-

degree Evaluation provides leaders with feedback from multiple stakeholders’ 

points of view and in turn offers a growth opportunity for the leader (Hornung & 

Yoder, 2014). Thus, the purpose of this correlational study was to examine any 

relationship between leader effectiveness, teacher perception of school climate, 

and employee engagement in a suburban Georgia school.   

 

Methods 

Procedures and Participants 

 

Existing data was collected from a suburban Georgia public school 

district’s office of research and evaluation. Based on the number of students 

receiving free and reduced-price lunch, several of the district’s 139 schools have 

Title I status. Although each school has one principal and between one and twelve 

assistant principals, the sample included only schools with at least two assistant 

principals in order to protect the confidentiality of the leaders’ evaluations. As 

such, a total of 130 school principals and 601 assistant principals’ leader 

effectiveness scores were analyzed. The study also used climate perception data 
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from 19,027 staff participants within these schools. Additionally, Gallup Q12 

employee engagement survey results from all participating schools were 

examined.  The district’s office of research and evaluation anonymized all data by 

replacing personally identifiable information with a faux identification code for 

analysis. One employee engagement score was generated per attendance center, 

which was used for the principals and assistant principals in a given school.   

Research Questions 

1. Is there a correlation between leaders’ effectiveness and staff perceptions 

of school climate as measured by Leader Assessment On Performance 

Standards (LAPS) and Staff Perception Survey (SPS) respectively? 

2. Is there a correlation between leaders’ effectiveness and employee 

engagement as measured by Leader Assessment On Performance 

Standards (LAPS) and Gallup's Q12 survey respectively in a suburban 

Georgia public school? 

3. Is there a correlation between staff perceptions of school climate and 

employee engagement as measured by Staff Perception Survey (SPS) and 

Gallup's Q12 survey respectively in a suburban Georgia public school? 

Instruments 

 

The Suburban Georgia Leader Effectiveness System [anonymized 

identification] (SGLES) is adapted from LKES, a tool developed and utilized by 

the Georgia Department of Education to measure school leaders’ effectiveness in 

executing leadership responsibilities as described by eight performance standards. 

SGLES comprises of concurrent use of three different performance measures, 

which are Leader Assessment of Performance Standards (LAPS), Staff Perception 

Survey (SPS), and Result Based Evaluation System using student performance 

data. This study focused on understanding the correlation between LAPS and SPS, 

in addition to Q12. Student performance was not included in this study.  

 

LAPS. Two evaluations were conducted by the supervisor (principals 

evaluate assistant principals; district office personnel evaluate principals) using 

the eight leader performance standards (Appendix A). Based on those two 

evaluations conducted by the supervisors, a summative score was assigned to each 

standard. By adding scores from each of the eight standards, a cumulative score 

was generated for each principal or assistant principal. The cumulative score 

ranges between 0 and 24. Based on their scores principals and assistant principals 

are classified by the district office into four performance-based effectiveness 

categories; which are described in Table 1.   
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A validity and reliability assessment of LKES was conducted by The 

Georgia Center for Assessment at College of Education, University of Georgia 

(2014) and found a high degree of internal consistency in the LAPS.  In this 

study, leader effectiveness is measured using LAPS.  

 

Table 1 

Rating Scale for Each Leader Assessment of Performance Standard (LAPS) 

Rating Scale                          Rating Level 
LAPS Score on each 

standard 

Ineffective Level 1 0 

Need Development Level 2 1 

Proficient Level 3 2 

Exemplary Level 4 3 

 

Staff Perception Survey. In response to the Georgia Department of 

Education’s school climate perception survey requirement, a tool called Staff 

Perception Survey (SPS) was developed by this school district to evaluate school 

employees’ perception of their principals and assistant principals. This instrument 

uses 17 leadership effectiveness indicators or items related to the eight leadership 

performance adopted from a 33 item climate survey provided by the GaDOE (See 

sample in Appendix B). The number of items related to each standard varies from 

one to four. A minimum of fifteen teachers and non-instructional staff assess 

principals and assistant principals on each of the seventeen items using a five-

point Likert scale. The responses for each item are calculated in percent for every 

rating scale and later assigned a score using 5 point scale. A mean score for each 

leader is calculated which falls between 0 and 4.  In this study, teacher perception 

of leader effectiveness was measured using SPS.   

 

Gallup’s Q12 Employee Engagement Survey. Gallup’s Employee 

Engagement Survey (Q12) is comprised of 12 statements that measure employees’ 

perceptions of the quality of people-related management practices and predict 

attitudinal outcomes like satisfaction, loyalty, and pride (Harter et al., 2006). 

Every employee in the school district evaluates his or her workplace engagement 

and overall satisfaction by responding to the 12 engagement questions.  Because 

each employee rates the 12 core elements using a five-point scale, the final score 

can range from 12 to 60 with 12-35 indicating disengagement, 36-47 suggesting 

an employee is neither engaged nor disengaged, and 48 or higher suggesting an 
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employee is highly engaged. The Gallup Employee Engagement Survey (Q12) 

was developed and piloted with 1135 businesses across the world with a 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability of 0.91 (Harter et al., 2006). In this study, employee 

engagement is measured using Q12.   

 

Data Analysis 

 

Using SPSS, a Pearson’s product-moment correlation was used to analyze 

the data. A mean score was calculated combining cumulative LAPS scores and 

SPS scores of every leader at each school. Those scores were combined and a 

mean was calculated for elementary, middle and high school levels. The Pearson 

product-moment correlation analysis was conducted for each level (elementary, 

middle and high school). In addition, the relationship between leader effectiveness 

and employee engagement data for the school by level was calculated using 

Pearson product-moment correlation.  Finally, the correlation between staff 

perceptions of school climate and employee engagement and similar parameters 

were analyzed using SPSS.   

 

Research Design Limitations 

 

Perceived leader effectiveness may differ with assigned roles and 

responsibilities. For instance, principals are typically responsible for developing 

the vision and setting the expectation; whereas, assistant principals are usually 

tasked with finding ways to enact the vision. Using a single instrument to measure 

both roles’ effectiveness may not always provide an accurate assessment.  

 

A second limitation comes from using Q12 data. Gallup assigned a single 

score to each school. While studying the relationship between leader 

effectiveness, school climate, and employee engagement; an assumption should  

be made that all site leaders contributed equally to school climate and in fostering 

employee engagement at that school. 

 

Results 

 

The first research question asked, “Is there a correlation between leaders’ 

effectiveness and staff perceptions of school climate as measured by LAPS and 

SPS respectively?”.  Across the school district, leader effectiveness and staff 

perceptions of school climate were positively correlated and statistically 

significant. In addition, there was a significant correlation between leader 

effectiveness and staff perception of school climate at the elementary school level. 

At the middle and high school levels, p > .01, suggesting leader effectiveness and 
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teacher perception of school climate do not have a statistically significant 

correlation.  Table 2 summarizes the results for this research question.   

Table 2 

Correlation of Leader Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS) and Staff 

Perception Survey (SPS) Based on Mean Score. 

Level N r p 

All 130 .306 .000* 

Elementary 78 .338 .002* 

Middle 27 .310 .115 

High 25 .115 .455 

* p < .01 

 

The second research question asked, “Is there a correlation between 

leaders’ effectiveness and employee engagement as measured by LAPS and 

Gallup's Q12 survey respectively, in a suburban Georgia public school?”.  At the 

district level, leader effectiveness and employee engagement had a significantly 

positive correlation.  Analysis of LAPS and Q12 data at school level also revealed 

a significant correlation at elementary level.   However, at the middle school and 

high school levels, there was not a statistically significant correlation.  Table 3 

provides a summary of the results for this research question.   

Table 3 

Correlation of Leader Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS) and 

Gallup’s Q12 Survey based on mean scores. 

 

Level N r p 

All  130 .286 .001* 

Elementary 78 .288 .011* 

Middle 27 .425 .027 

High 25 .118 .575 

* p < .01 

 

To answer the third research question, “Is there a correlation between staff 

perceptions of school climate and employee engagement?” SPS and Q12 data 

were utilized from all 130 schools in a Suburban Georgia Public School district. 
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At the district level, these two variables demonstrated a positive and significant 

correlation.  The same relationship was true at each of the school levels: 

elementary, middle school and high school.  Table 4 provides a summary of the 

results for this research question.   

Table 4 

Correlation of Gallup’s Q12 and Staff Perception Survey (SPS) Based on Mean 

Scores. 

Level N r p 

All  130 .658 .000* 

Elementary 78 .672 .000* 

Middle 27 .562 .002* 

High 25 .783 .000* 

* p < .01. 

 

Overall, a statistically significant correlation was found among the three 

leader effectiveness assessment tools across the district. In response to the first 

research question, the district findings revealed a change in leader effectiveness 

has an influence over staff perception of school climate. Further data analysis 

discovered that at the elementary school level a similar effect was observed; 

however, at the middle and high school level a change in leader effectiveness did 

not have an influence over staff perception of school climate. In response to the 

second research question, any change in the leaders’ effectiveness significantly 

impacted employee engagement district wide as well as at the elementary and 

middle school level. At the high school level, a change in leader effectiveness did 

not have an influence on employee engagement. While answering the third 

research question, it was discovered that any change in staff perception did 

significantly impact employee engagement at district as well as elementary, 

middle and high school level.  

Discussion 

 

School leaders are trusted with school improvement responsibility by 

creating the culture and climate conducive to teaching and learning (Capshew, 

2015). Analysis of leader effectiveness data in this study from a suburban Georgia 

public school system concluded that effectiveness of school leaders directly 

impacts the staffs’ perception of the school climate. This is consistent with 

existing literature suggesting school leaders play a small, but significant role in 

managing the learning environment (Clifford, 2015; Radinger, 2014; Stronge et 

al., 2008), and in generating a higher staff satisfaction, motivation and 

productivity level (Waldron & McLeskey, 2010).  Our findings were also 
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consistent with Kilinc’s (2014) study, which argued that supportiveness and 

intimacy of a leader are positively related to school improvement and professional 

development. Consistent with this finding, leaders in this district may foster 

collaboration between teachers and leaders, and share decision-making 

responsibilities to inculcating a climate conducive for a high degree of trust and 

cooperation (Chong & Kong, 2012).  

 

 Data from the middle school and high schools exhibited a lack of 

statistically significant correlation between leader effectiveness and teacher 

perception of school climate. This finding is inconsistent with a Nelson (2012) 

study, which suggested the existence of a significant correlation between 

leadership style and teacher perception. A possible explanation for the 

discrepancy between this study and Nelson’s study is the large size of the 

participant schools. In such large schools, school leaders and staff may not engage 

in daily collaboration and communication, resulting in a sense of alienation 

among staff (Humlum & Smith, 2015). Departmentalization by content area may 

contribute in teachers working in silos, particularly at middle and high schools, 

affecting staff perception of school climate. The challenge of meeting curricular 

and socio-emotional needs of middle school students, compounded by the 

stringent promotion requirement, may also significantly affect the school climate 

perception of the teachers.  

 

The overall perception of teachers towards school leaders is consistent 

with the framework of transformational leadership, where leaders aspire to 

personally and professionally develop their teachers and staff (Kouzes & Posner, 

2013; Kwasi, 2015). On the contrary, the high school data exhibited a lack of 

statistically significant relationship between leader effectiveness and teacher 

perception of school climate. This finding is in agreement with the Sarikaya and 

Erdogan (2016) study which concluded that teachers perceive high school leaders 

to be adequate in setting and sharing goals; and least adequate in supporting and 

developing teachers. According to Humlum and Smith (2015), the alienation 

effect caused by a large school size can be another contributor to this 

phenomenon. Student enrollment data available at the school system website 

shows that elementary schools in this district are often smaller in size when 

compared to their middle and high school buildings.  This provides leaders and 

staff opportunities to frequently interact and understand each other’s perspective. 

According to Humlum and Smith (2015), large school size can prevent leaders 

from frequently connecting with individual staff, and understand their needs and 

aspirations.  This may have contributed to the differences in staff perceptions of 

school leaders at the larger middle and high school buildings.   
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Another plausible reason for the lack of significant correlation between 

leader effectiveness and teacher perception of school climate is that elementary 

teachers teach under a self-contained model, and collaborate with leaders and 

teachers to be effective in teaching all content areas. On the other hand, middle 

and high school levels departmentalize by content areas, resulting in 

compartmentalization instead of a climate of cohesive collaboration giving rise to 

a lower staff perception of school climate. Enforcement of rigid graduation 

requirements can potentially cause high school teachers to feel more pressure to 

meet academic goals and thus result in their negative perception of leadership 

(Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016).     

 

In response to the second research question, leader effectiveness and 

employee engagement demonstrate a statistically significant positive correlation. 

This finding is consistent with various studies which suggest that leader 

effectiveness is a predictor of employees’ organizational commitment (Biggs, 

Brough, & Barbour, 2014; Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016; Wollard & Shuck, 2011). 

Further data analysis revealed that a statistically significant correlation also exists 

between leader effectiveness and employee engagement at elementary and middle 

school level.  

 

Regarding the correlation between teacher perception of school climate 

and employee engagement, overall findings at the district level were consistent 

with high school, middle school and elementary. This strong correlation does not 

necessarily indicate a high degree of positive staff perception and engagement, 

but does indicate a high degree of correlation between SPS and Q12.  Because 

both tools are perception-based measures and were completed by the same set of 

staff, they may be highly correlated.  For example, if a teacher holds a strong 

opinion for or against a leader, this may be reflected in his or her response to the 

questions in both the surveys. The close connection between staff perception and 

engagement can also be explained by Othman and Nasurdin (2013) who argue 

that a supportive work culture can enhance employee engagement.  

 

The theoretical framework for this study was rooted in the concept of 

transformational leadership. Transformational leaders carry a variety of 

responsibilities, which include pedagogical leadership, managing teachers, and 

improving school climate (Radinger, 2014).  As such, this study has implications 

for leader preparation programs and leader evaluation systems. 

 

Leader preparation programs.  The role of a school leader (principals or 

assistant principals) has changed from a school manager to an instructional leader 

(Marzano et al., 2005). In order to be effective in his/her role, instructional leaders 

50

Singh and Townsley: Making Sense of Georgia School Leader Evaluation: Climate, Engage

Published by Digital Commons@Georgia Southern, 2020



 

 

  

must develop their ability to promote adult learning for staff and to improve 

teaching and learning for students. This study signified the correlation between 

leader effectiveness, staff perception of school climate, and leaders’ ability to 

increase employee engagement. Based on the study findings, it can be concluded 

that individuals in a leadership role must develop a high level of communication 

and collaboration skills to connect with teachers to inspire a change in the 

organizational culture. This craft can be improved with leaders’ experience 

practicing transformational leadership. 

 

Leader evaluation systems.  Due to consistent results among all school 

levels using the perception surveys SPS and Q12, these two instruments, while 

designed to capture different constructs, may be redundant in practice.   As such, 

the results from this study suggest staff may not need to complete both 

instruments. A concerted effort must be made to select appropriate evaluation 

measures, without adding unnecessary assessment or survey activities for 

teachers. School districts should consider minimizing the number of surveys by 

either selecting one of the two tools to use or combining them to form one tool to 

evaluate staff perception of school culture, climate, and engagement. The efforts 

to minimize the number of surveys staff complete will also increase the 

probability of participation in any such assessment.  

 

This study described the value of measuring leader effectiveness in 

developing positive school climate and increasing employee engagement. 

Currently, all principals and assistant principals in the state of Georgia are 

evaluated twice every year by their supervisors and the staff. One mid-year and 

one end of the year evaluations are used to make employment decisions such as 

retention, promotion, pay increase or removal from the job (Clifford, 2015). 

Leaders’ continuous development can be ensured by initial as well as periodic 

evaluation of their leadership competencies. Because the leader evaluation is a 

cumulative process; an equal emphasis should be placed on a formative as well as 

a summative evaluation (Radinger, 2014). In order to make leader evaluation 

purposeful and effective in developing leadership competencies, non-evaluative 

periodic formative assessments should be conducted by a coach or mentor. A 

summative appraisal should be conducted at a later stage or through a separate 

process when concerns arise.  

 

The study utilized the leader evaluation data collected from a suburban 

Georgia school district. Despite a difference in the roles and responsibilities of 

principals and assistant principals, a similar performance measure was used and 

similar data were generated for both leader subgroups. Due to the varied nature of 

their everyday responsibilities, a different approach for evaluation should be used 
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for these two leader groups. A unique set of tools, mostly targeting different 

leadership characteristics should be used to measure each one of their 

effectiveness.   

 

Recommendation for Future Research 

 

The Georgia Department of Education recommends three components of 

leader evaluation tools to be used for leader appraisal. A validity and reliability 

study was conducted; however, more studies need to be conducted to accurately 

understand each component of the leader evaluation, including student 

achievement component.  

 

A further analysis of middle and high school leader evaluation data (LAPS 

and SPS) is recommended to evaluate any existing correlation between leader 

effectiveness and the socio-economic status of the community they serve. It will 

be interesting to learn how leader’s effectiveness measure correlates to changing 

socioeconomic parameters. Additionally, studying the change in correlation with 

changing demographics, teacher tenure, school size and longevity of the school 

leader will yield a valuable result, thus it should be considered. 

 

This study data was collected from a suburban Georgia school system. 

Conducting similar studies in urban and rural school districts in the state and 

around the country will provide insights regarding leader effectiveness in relation 

to geographical location.  
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APPENDIX A: Georgia Leadership Performance Standards 

The eight standards or principal quality (Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008) of Leader 

Keys Effectiveness System (Georgia Department of Education, 2015) are listed below: 

Performance Standard 1 (Instructional Leadership): The leader fosters the success of all 

students by facilitating the development, communication, implementation, and evaluation 

of a shared vision of teaching and learning that leads to school improvement. 

Performance Standard 2 ( School Climate): The leader promotes the success of all students by 

developing, advocating, and sustaining an academically rigorous, positive, and safe 

school climate for all stakeholders. 

Performance Standard 3 (Planning and Assessment): The leader effectively gathers, analyzes, 

and uses a variety of data to inform planning and decision-making consistent with 

established guidelines, policies, and procedures. 

Performance Standard 4 (Organizational Management): The leader fosters the success of all 

students by supporting, managing, and overseeing the school’s organization, operation, 

and use of resources. 

Performance Standard 5 (Human Resources Management): The leader fosters effective 

human resources management through the selection, induction, support, and retention of 

quality instructional and support personnel. 

Performance Standard 6 (Teacher and Staff Evaluation): The leader fairly and consistently 

evaluates school personnel in accordance with state and district guidelines and provides 

them with timely and constructive feedback focused on improved student learning. 

Performance Standard 7 (Professionalism): The leader fosters the success of students by 

demonstrating professional standards and ethics, engaging in continuous professional 

development, and contributing to the profession. 

Performance Standard 8 ( Communication and Community Relations): The leader fosters 

the success of all students by communicating and collaborating effectively with 

stakeholders. 
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APPENDIX B: STAFF PERCEPTION SURVEY 

The following 17 items reflect school staff’s perceptions of how they view their assistant 

principal's leadership.  

 (Rating scale: Strongly Agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2), Strongly Disagree (1), Not 

Applicable (0))  

Instructional Leadership ‐ Standard 1  

1. My assistant principal communicates a clear vision of how effective teaching and 

learning should take place in this school.  

2. My assistant principal takes an active role in improving curriculum and instruction.  

School Climate ‐ Standard 2  

3. I feel free to express opinions even if they are different from my assistant principal.  

4. My assistant principal gives me the opportunity to provide input into decisions that affect 

the school or me.  

5. When I make discipline decisions consistent with established school policy, the assistant 

principal supports those decisions.  

6. My assistant principal encourages staff to be inclusive of all cultures.  

Planning & Assessment‐Standard 3  

7. My assistant principal includes teachers and staff in the process of developing school 

improvement plans.  

8. My assistant principal promotes the importance of using student assessment data to make 

instructional decisions. 

Organizational Management ‐ Standard 4  

9. My assistant principal clearly communicates administrative procedures.  

10. My assistant principal responds promptly to teachers/staff members who identify students 

with behavior problems.  

11. My assistant principal makes appropriate decisions.  

Human Resources ‐ Standard 5  

12. My assistant principal recognizes good work of individual employees.  

Teacher/Staff Evaluations ‐ Standard 6  

13. My assistant principal is fair when evaluating teachers/staff at this school.  

14. My assistant principal is committed to helping me develop and improve my performance.  

Professionalism ‐ Standard 7  
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15. My assistant principal treats me with professionalism.  

Communication ‐ Standard 8  

16. My assistant principal communicates effectively with teachers/staff members.  

17. My assistant principal is a visible presence in our building to parents, staff, and students.  
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